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Purpose – The aim of this study is to obtain a broader knowledge of innovative pedagogical practices in
higher education, by analysing the particular case of the Higher Institute of Administration and Languages
(ISAL). The literature review reveals a gap in this scientific field, and filling this gap is as imperative as the need
to articulate higher education with the Students’ Profile by the End of Compulsory Schooling.
Design/methodology/approach – This research adopts a qualitative methodological approach, in order to
analyse the students and teachers’ perceptions of the active learningmethodologies implemented at ISAL. Data
were collected from a closed-ended questionnaire, aimed at a population composed of students and teachers.
Findings –The literature review reveals a gap in this scientific field, particularly in Portugal. Filling this gap is
as imperative as the need to articulate higher education with the Students’ Profile by the End of Compulsory
Schooling.
Practical implications –With the adoption of thismethodological approach, this research intends to verify not
only whether the innovative pedagogical practices addressed in the literature review are implemented in this
institution, but also to identify obstacles to their implementation. With regard to the results, several pedagogical
innovation practices are already implemented, even though some limitations to their implementation are identified.
Originality/value – This research allows identifying indicators that are essential to outline an intervention
plan in the pedagogical practices implemented at ISAL or other higher education institutions and contributes to
assessing the current state of pedagogical practices in higher education.
Keywords Knowledge, Pedagogical innovation, Higher education, Tourism, Flexibility, Active learning
methodologies
Paper type Case study
1. Introduction
Asociety in constant change requires a great capacity for adaptation and updating in the face
of new education systems. With regard to higher education, it is the last stage of preparing
students for their integration into the world of work. Therefore, it should ensure the
development of reflective and critical citizens, capable of building and mobilizing knowledge
to solve problems, to create and implement ideas and projects, in a knowledge-based society
that values skills (Miranda, 2007; Melo, 2017).
This responsibility of higher education in preparing citizens capable of facing the
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basic and secondary education, namely with the publication of the Order No. 6478/2017, of 26
July, which establishes the Students’ Profile by the End of Compulsory Schooling and the
Decree-Law No. 55/2018, of 6 July, which regulates the process of Curricular Autonomy and
Flexibility in Primary and Secondary Education. These norms aim at building compulsory
schooling whose pedagogical practices are based on basic principles such as active learning,
interdisciplinarity, collaborative work and the development of metacognitive and
socioemotional skills. It is expected that, by the end of secondary education, the student
has had the opportunity to develop a set of values and skills “that will allow them to respond
to the complex challenges of this century and to face the unpredictability resulting from the
evolution of knowledge and technology.” (Martins et al., 2017).
At that time, it will be up to higher education to guarantee continuity of pedagogical
practices focussed on the student and on the development of knowledge and practical skills,
under the risk of causing a regression in the development path of students, if they are forced
to return to a learning system of fragmented knowledge, focussed on the teacher and
privileging the product of knowledge, to the detriment of its process of construction
(Rodrigues and Patrocınio, 2018). Bearing in mind this extremely relevant role that higher
education plays in developing students’ knowledge and skills, this study focusses specifically
on the implementation of learning methodologies in higher education.
Despite the urgency of shifting the educational paradigm, this shift does not occur quickly.
It involves, amongmany other aspects, a change in teachers’mentalities, continuous training
and a reflective and critical culture regarding their practices (Casanova, 2014).
Research in the field of pedagogy has been emphasizing the importance of implementing
methodologies based on active methods in higher education. In this context, some
pedagogical experiences have already been reported, proving the existence of a connection
between the active and participatory learning environments, the motivation of students and
the depth of the learning experiences carried out.
However, there are still few studies on this matter, and it is essential that more research is
promoted in the higher education institutions (HEIs), in order to diagnose and improve their
pedagogical procedures, meeting the profile of the student/citizen of the 21st century (Novoa
and Amante, 2015; European Commission, 2017). In fact, higher education is often criticized
for being disconnected from real-life problems. Given the importance of innovation-related
capabilities for contemporary organizations, the approach proposed in this study may be a
way to bridge the gap between higher education and practice (Acar and Tuncdogan, 2019;
Teixeira et al., 2019).
It is in this context that the present study is addressed, with the aim of obtaining a broader
knowledge of pedagogical innovation practices in higher education, by analysing the specific
case of the Higher Institute of Administration and Languages (ISAL). In a more specific way,
this study aims at the identification of potentialities and weaknesses, for further reflection and
intervention in order to improve practices. Even though the results of this study are restricted to
the regional context, similar potentialities and weaknesses can be explored by other HEIs.
The more we know about innovative pedagogical practices and the more we improve the
teaching–learning process, the better we can prepare students to integrate into the world of
work. Bearing in mind the scarcity of studies on the pedagogical practices currently in force
in higher education in Portugal, this study intends to make a contribution to fill this gap,
providing good practices to be implemented in national and international HEIs.
Taking into account the aforementioned aspects, four research questions were defined,
as listed as follows.
RQ1. How frequent is the use of active methodologies in ISAL’s degrees?
RQ2. How prepared and receptive are teachers and students for the implementation of
these methods?
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RQ3. What is the students and teachers’ perception of the pedagogical practices
implemented?
RQ4. What obstacles does the implementation of these methodologies face?
This study is organized as follows: in section 2, there is a literature review regarding the
concepts intrinsic to pedagogical innovation and active learning methods; section 3 presents
the main methodological aspects adopted; finally, the results and the main conclusions
appear in sections 4 and 5, respectively.
2. Theoretical framework
When discussing higher education, it is important to discuss andragogy, a European concept
imported to the USA by Malcolm Knowles in the late 1960s (Merriam, 2017). He introduced
this concept as “the art and science of helping adults learn” (Knowles, 1980). Even though
there has always been an implicit understanding that adults can learn, it was not until the
20th century that research paid attention to learning in adulthood. These early studies led
adult education to achieve its own identity as a field of practice separate from childhood
education (Merriam, 2017).
Knowles outlined five assumptions underlying andragogy. These assumptions depict the
adult learner as someone who can direct his or her own learning, has accumulated life
experiences that are a rich resource for learning, has learning needs closely related to
changing social roles, is problem-centred and interested in the immediate application of
knowledge and is motivated to learn by internal factors. From these assumptions about adult
learners, Knowles (1980) proposed a model for designing, implementing and evaluating
educational experiences with adults. Knowles suggested that the adult classroom should be a
place suitable for adults, where there is “a spirit of mutuality between teachers and students
as join inquirers”. Moreover, since adults manage other aspects of their lives, such as family
and work, they are capable of directing their own learning (Merriam, 2017). For Houle (1996),
what is noteworthy is that andragogy has raised awareness among educators of the fact that
they “should involve learners in as many aspects of their education as possible and in the
creation of a climate in which they can most fruitfully learn”.
However, Knowles came to realize that these assumptions were not necessarily true of all
adults. He believed there was a continuum ranging from teacher-directed pedagogy to
student-directed learning (andragogy), and both approaches are appropriate with adults and
children, depending on the situation. This resulted in andragogy being defined more by the
learning situation than by the learner.
In fact, in recent years, the Bologna Process has significantly changed teaching, learning
and assessment methods in higher education and has led to a transformation in the role of
students and teachers, giving the former a more active role in the construction of their
learning and the latter the responsibility to create conditions for that to happen (Alves et al.,
2012; Acar and Tuncdogan, 2019).
In the current context, it is essential that HEIs are able to deal with the demands of society,
the evolution of scientific knowledge and the challenges of employability and
entrepreneurship (Alves et al., 2012).
To adapt to the paradigmatic changes proposed by the Bologna Process, many of these
institutions have invested in non-classroom teaching methodologies, diversifying their
training offer and instilling in the student an active role in their own learning. However,
motivating students to learn and to participate in the proposed activities presupposes giving
meaning to these activities (Biggs and Tang, 2007).
Although the changes implemented by the Bologna Process are concluded in terms of





pedagogical activities developed in the HEIs (Ascenzo, 2020). Despite the effort of the faculty
to adapt their methodologies to the new pedagogical requirements, it is still necessary to
promote the use of active methodologies (Ramos et al., 2013).
The relationship between learning outcomes, teaching–learning methodologies and the
evaluation process has been the subject of studybyHoughton (2004) andBiggs andTang (2007),
who evoke the concept of constructive alignment applied to higher education. This system
assumes that the curriculum is created so that the learning activities and the assessment are
consistentwith the learning objectives that are intended to be achieved in a given curricular unit.
Thus, the focus of training moves from teaching to learning (Zabalza, 2003).
In order to mitigate the excessive compartmentalization of knowledge, Morgado and
Tomaz (2010) refer to the role of curricular articulation, which appears as an opportunity to
“interconnect knowledge from different fields of knowledge in order to facilitate the
acquisition, on the part of the student, of a global, integrating and integrated
knowledge”(Morgado and Tomaz, 2010). Only then will the student be able to develop a
set of technical and transversal skills, ensuring a competitive professional profile (Alves,
2003), capable of meeting the demands of the current jobmarket (Andrews and Higson, 2008).
Conservative teaching models, based on the transmission and memorization of
information, have been rethought and contradicted by collaboration and dialogue among
students and between students and teachers. Thus, the teacher is no longer the holder of
knowledge and the student is no longer seen as a blank sheet, ready to absorb all the
information transmitted (Freire, 2014; Acar and Tuncdogan, 2019; De Castro, 2020).
In the emerging pedagogical models, the teacher adopts the role of the facilitator of the
teaching–learning process, encouraging students to be autonomous and to assume a central
role in this process (Masetto, 2012; Freire, 2014). The student, in turn, is no longer merely a
passive recipient of the information transmitted and is included in the decision-making
process regarding his/her training. This inclusion makes the student co-responsible in the
creation of pedagogical innovations (Delors et al., 1998; Leite and Zabalza, 2012; Freire, 2014;
Moran et al., 2013).
In this perspective, the use of expository methods essentially centred on the teacher is a
characteristic of the traditional teaching model. In the new educational context, it is important
that the pedagogical activity is oriented towards the adoption of techniques and activities that
encourage student participation (Esteves, 2010; Leite and Ramos, 2010; Ramos et al., 2006).
Therefore, learning should be centred on what the student is able to do, motivating
autonomous and cooperative work and, thus, developing fundamental soft skills, such as the
ability to work as a team.
This focus on the student’s abilities, characterized by innovative teaching methods,
contradicts the more traditional models, as it encourages the student to seek knowledge
autonomously, developing his/her creativity and critical analysis, through problem-solving
(Vieira et al., 2008; Attard et al., 2010).
Tomake learningmeaningful, Freinet (2004), Morin (2013) and Freire (2014) argue that the
knowledge previously acquired by students can be considered in the classroom. This sharing
of knowledge between students and teachers can facilitate the acquisition and consolidation
of new information, surpassing the mere memorization of it (Gadotti, 1995; Teixeira
et al., 2019).
According to Kenski (2012) and Sales and Leal (2018), the introduction of new technologies
can contribute to the construction of knowledge that is not based only on the transmission
and memorization of information, but on its understanding, as it provides new ways of
teaching and learning and facilitates interaction between students and teachers, in addition to
stimulating student learning, creativity and autonomy.
Similarly, Levy (2010) highlights the importance of combining the incorporation of new
technologies into the educational context with new teaching practices, thus avoiding the
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simple reproduction of conservative pedagogical methods, even when these methods may
seem modern.
In fact, innovative pedagogical practices in higher education have been increasingly the
subject of discussion and research (Behrens, 2005; Levy, 2010; Leite and Zabalza, 2012).
In the context of higher education, pedagogical innovation does not only require a disruption
of the conservative teachingmodels but also of the university’s own role, which has long been
consolidated as a producer and holder of knowledge and which has been little adapted to the
structural changes that have occurred in the teaching process over time (Leite and Zabalza,
2012; Masetto, 2012).
Bearing in mind this resistance to change, the implementation of innovative teaching
practices represents a challenge for higher education (Araujo and Belian, 2018; Masetto, 2012;
Dias, 2005). Pedagogical innovation, therefore, needs to be strengthened in higher education
and discussed by all those who participate in the teaching and learning process, betting on
continuity and permanent innovation (Araujo and Belian, 2018).
Innovation has been applied in practically all study areas given its important application
at present (Aristei et al., 2016; Cervantes, 2017; Chaudhary, 2017; Fernandes and Ferreira,
2013; Franco and Pinho, 2018; Fukugawa, 2016; Koman and Kundrikova, 2016; Li, 2017;
Serbanica et al., 2015; Zheng et al., 2017). Innovation means creating something new, and it
refers to an idea, method or object that is created and based on previous standards.
Nowadays, it is more used in the context of ideas and inventions as well as related economic
exploitation, and innovation is an invention that arrives on the market. According to some
authors, innovation is the process that includes technical activities, design, development,
management that results in the commercialization of new or improved products, technical
practices or products. Innovation can also be defined as doingmorewith fewer resources, as it
allows for efficiency ranges in processes, whether productive or administrative, pedagogical
or financial, in the provision of services or in teaching methodologies in order to make it more
efficient and be a driving force for competitiveness (Amado et al., 2017; Cervantes, 2017;
Fernandes and Ferreira, 2013; Franco and Pinho, 2018; Lee et al., 2016; Serbanica et al., 2015;
Teixeira et al., 2018). da Silva (2018) suggests that higher education teachers use two or more
active learning methodologies, in order to stimulate an active and constructive learning
environment. However, it is important to note that the choice, combination and application of
these methods during classes, by themselves, do not guarantee effective learning. The
success of the teaching–learning process depends on the combination of four didactic
elements: the planning and setting of educational objectives; the definition and organization
of content; the choice of teaching strategies; and the evaluation process (Haydt, 2006; Piletti,
2010; Gil, 2011; Rodrigues et al., 2011; Liblik, 2012; Malheiros, 2012; Belther, 2014; Gil, 2015).
In the next section of this study, some active learning methodologies are presented.
2.1 Differentiated instruction
More than a teaching method, differentiated instruction is a strategy that promotes the
“diversification of materials and learning styles, for a group of students with heterogeneous
needs, but with common goals” (Perraudeau, 1997). According to Fresne (1994), this is
“a teaching practice that respects the differences between individuals and that tries to
organize learning according to each one”. This method uses strategies that allow
differentiation in the classroom, depending on the levels and difficulties of each student,
having as main objective their success in learning. For this, it is necessary that the teacher
knows the students and does not focus only on the weakest, differentiates the contents of the
training programme, promotes teamwork in spaces conducive to collaboration and defines
with the students different workingmodalities (Feyfant, 2016). Bearing in mind that students





assigned to students who have learning difficulties and those who can progress more quickly
(Feyfant, 2016). In this way, each student is “confronted with didactic situations that are
beneficial to them” (Perrenoud, 2005).The organization of the room can favour the
differentiation of learning, which implies rethinking “the classroom (layout of tables and
chairs, accessibility to resources), facilitating work in groups” (Feyfant, 2016).
2.2 Group work
Group work plays an important role in the classroom, as it creates the opportunity for
dialogue and exchange of information. In this dynamic of work, the student interacts,
analyses, questions, argues, justifies and evaluates (Haydt 2006). According to Haydt (2006),
“the main objectives of group work are: to facilitate the construction of knowledge; to allow
the exchange of ideas and opinions; and, to enable the practice of cooperation for a common
purpose”. According to Piletti (2010), this technique has three stages: “planning (determining
the objectives, alternatives and resources to achieve the purposes and defining the roles of
each student); group action (execution of the planned action, with data andmaterial collection,
data preparation and conclusions to be presented in the form of a report or seminar); and,
evaluation (checking if the objectives were achieved and if the performance of each student
corresponded to the group’s expectations)”.
2.3 Cooperative and collaborative work
According to Boavida and Ponte (2002), one cannot assume that is facing a situation of
collaboration simply because several people are working together. Therefore, it is important to
distinguish collaboration (co-elaborate, jointly elaborate) from cooperation (co-operate, operate
together). This distinction is associated with the roles of the participants. A group with a strong
hierarchical nature does not develop collaborative work, since collaboration presupposes that
the actorswork on an equal andmutual basis, in order to deepen their knowledge in a reciprocal
manner. Collaboration also requires joint decision-making, the promotion of dialogue, sharing
and mutual learning. Cooperation, on the other hand, concerns the simple joint execution of
several operations. Although different, these terms are nonetheless complementary:
collaborative work can involve cooperative work (carrying out certain operations together). In
the educational sciences, cooperation presupposes that a specific working group assigns a task
to each element. This division of tasks, which can be done by the teacher himself/herself, is clear
and all elementsmust carry out their task so that the objective is achieved.However, this division
makes students work in isolation most of the time. Collaboration, in turn, provides for the
intervention of all team members in decision-making, which implies negotiation, with no clear
purpose for dividing specific tasks. A truly collaborative project is one that involves all
participants. In this context, the teacher does not intervene so much in decisions. Although
cooperative learning is effective and beneficial, the teaching model still privileges the individual
potential of students. This sharing allows teachers to learn from each other, expand their skills
and enrich each other’s practice. However, the lack of time and/or resources and the division of
the curriculum by subjects are at the root of the lack of joint initiatives by teachers. In short,
collaborative work allows one to face the challenges of the current society and contributes to
richer and more meaningful learning.
2.4 Case study
A case study can be described as a real, fictional or adapted narrative of reality that serves
as an object of study in the classroom. This narrative aims to put into practice the
knowledge acquired by students on a given topic. This method involves the analysis of
problems and decision-making by the student and allows contact with situations that can
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be encountered in the practice of their profession. The use of case studies allows both the
teacher and the student to contribute to the learning process. Although the teacher is more
familiar with case studies than the students, their knowledge is not taken for granted, as the
students present new perspectives on the issues addressed. For the learning process to be
meaningful and include the student, the theme worked on must relate to the knowledge
previously acquired by the student (Peixoto, 2016).
2.5 Problem-based learning and problem-solving method
Problem-based learning consists in solving a problemaboutwhich the students have not received
prior information, which will force them to discover for themselves the problems and possible
resolutions. The students thus assume amajor role in the search for information and knowledge.
The teacher, in turn, becomes an advisor, facilitator, supporting students in the process of solving
the case, but not teaching in a conventional way. It is the student who, in his/her attempt to solve
the case, learns the subject (Kaplan, 2014). From thismethod, the problem-solvingmethodderives,
which corresponds to the presentation of problematic situations to students, so that they can
propose a solution, through the knowledge they already have or the search for new information
(Haydt, 2006; Belther, 2014). Thismethod promotes reflection and dialogue between students and
between students/teachers. Thus, the student stops being a passive listener and adopts an active
posture in the learning process, developing his/her critical analysis and creativity (Belther, 2014).
2.6 Role play
Role play is a simulation technique in which students represent a situation, in a planned or
spontaneous way. For it to be effective, it is important that there is “clarity of the content to be
worked on and educational objectives established”. (Haydt, 2006; Malheiros, 2012). Malheiros
(2012) warns of the need for the teacher to know well the group of students to whom he/she
applies this technique, since very shy groups may feel intimidated and very restless groups
may have difficulty concentrating. Due to the intense emotional involvement that the activity
entails, it is necessary for the teacher to adopt some precautions, especially with studentswho
do not know how to deal with conflicts and group situations (Haydt, 2006).
2.7 Blended learning
Digital information and communication technologies have been changing the dynamics of the
classroom. This integration of technologies in classroom activities has providedwhat is known
as blended learning or hybrid teaching (Valente, 2014). Hybrid teaching combines face-to-face
and distance activities, carried out using technologies. This methodology has been used in
higher education to reconcile moments when the student studies the contents using online
resources and others when teaching takes place in a classroom, with the interaction between
students and teachers. The face-to-face part must necessarily have the supervision of the
teacher, value interpersonal interactions and be complementary to online activities, providing a
more efficient, stimulating and personalized teaching and learning process (Valente, 2014).
2.8 Flipped classroom
The inverted classroom is a mixed learning modality, in which the content is studied
practically before the student attends the class. In this way, the classroom becomes an active
learning space, where the contents already studied are worked on and practical problem-
solving activities, projects and group discussions are carried out, with the support of the
teacher and the collaboration of colleagues. (Valente, 2014). The teacher works with the
students’ difficulties, instead of presenting the content of the course (Educause, 2012).





of the classroom are as follows: “1) Classroom activities involve a significant amount of active
learning to question, solve problems and other activities, forcing the student to retrieve, apply
and expand the material learned online; 2) Students receive feedback immediately after the
activities in the classroom; 3) Students are encouraged to participate in online and face-to-face
activities, which are computed in the student’s formal assessment, that is, they are worth a
grade; 4) both the material to be used online and the learning environments in the classroom
are highly structured and well planned” (Valente, 2014).
3. Methodology
3.1 Data and methods
This study adopts a qualitative methodological approach. According to Flick (2005),
qualitative research recognizes and analyses the different perspectives of the participants.
In fact, one of the objectives of this study is to analyse teachers and students’ perceptions of
active learning methodologies. In addition, the qualitative approach includes the researcher’s
reflections on the research (Flick, 2005). Rather than measuring the variables involved in the
phenomenon being studied, this paper intends to understand that phenomenon and its
context. Moreover, the research questions of this study are best answered using a qualitative
approach since it allows the researcher to obtain insights and interpretations rather than
hypothesis testing (Sampieri et al., 2006).
This research analyses the specific case of the ISAL, therefore a case studymethodology is
adopted. Yin (2003) describes this methodology as an empirical inquiry that investigates a
contemporary phenomenon in depth within its real-life context. Anderson (1993), in turn, sees
case studies as a methodology that allows the investigation of the differences between what
was planned and what actually occurred. Actually, with this methodological approach, it is
intended to verify whether the pedagogical innovation practices addressed in the literature
review are implemented in the teaching practices of the unit of analysis.
Data were collected from a closed-ended questionnaire, composed of 12 questions,
designed using Google Forms and a Likert-type scale ranging from 1 to 5 (see Appendix).
In order to outline the profile of the respondents, four identifying questions were defined:
profession (student/teacher), age, municipality and field of study/teaching. The
questionnaires were addressed to a sample composed of students and professors attending
or teaching higher education courses at ISAL in the academic year 2019/2020. The sample
consists of 148 respondents, of whom 11 are teachers and 137 are students. Respondents are
between 18 and 55 years old, from 11 municipalities and attend or teach degrees in Tourism,
Hotel Organization and Management and Business Management.
3.2 Characterization of the unit of analysis
ISAL has its origins in 1984, when its founder “Cenil - Centro de Lınguas, Lda”was established
in Funchal, on the island of Madeira (Portugal). It is important to mention that in the
AutonomousRegion ofMadeira there are only three HEIs, of which two are private polytechnics
(ISAL and the Escola Superior S~ao Jose de Cluny) and one is a public university (University of
Madeira). In 1989, ISALwas recognized as aHEI. In that year, its private higher education study
plans were approved and the value of the diplomas conferred by the courses taught in this
institution was recognized. It was the first HEI in the Autonomous Region of Madeira with
higher education courses in Tourism Techniques and Organization and TourismManagement,
created in the academic year 1989/1990, and in Business Management. Since then, ISAL has
developed, in addition to higher education courses in Tourism and Management,
complementary or related activities, namely in the fields of improvement and consultancy in
Management andTourism. In 2005, ISAL received authorization to teach its first degree. It was a
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historic landmark, for the first time in the Autonomous Region of Madeira a Degree in Tourism
was created. In 2006, ISAL started a new project: Post-Graduations. In that year, a postgraduate
course in Hotel Management was developed. ISAL provides new Post-Graduations annually in
key areas, alwayswith the objective ofmeeting the needs of the region. The academic year 2007/
2008 was highlighted by the implementation of the Bologna process, with ISAL offering four
degrees: BusinessManagement, Hotel Organization andManagement, TourismandAccounting
and Finance. ISAL has, therefore, three major areas of activity: Management, Tourism and
Hospitality, which is why currently it has only three higher education courses: Business
Management, Tourism and Hotel Organization and Management.
Currently, in the academic year 2019/2020, in its higher education courses, ISAL has a total
of 242 students, of whom 104 are attending Tourism, 82 Hotel Organization andManagement
and 56 Business Management, as shown in Table 1. It is important to mention that the first
year of the Higher Education Course in Business Management was not opened.
In the current academic year 2019/2020, ISAL provides three Post-Graduations in
Management: one in Human Resource Management, another in Management and Public
Administration and another inManagement of Health Services and Social Institutions, with a
total of 41 students, as shown in Table 2:
With regard to the teachers lecturing in the academic year 2019/2020, ISAL had 17
teachers in the first semester and 13 teachers in the second semester.
4. Results
Four research questions were defined:
4.1 RQ1. How frequent is the use of active methodologies in ISAL’s degrees?
In order to answer this question, it is important to first analyse how relevant pedagogical
innovation is to students and teachers. The results show that 32.4% of the respondents
consider pedagogical innovation to be extremely relevant, 43.2% very relevant, 23.6%
relevant and only 0.7% not relevant. None of the respondents (0%) considered pedagogical
innovation to be slightly relevant. The results indicate that the majority of ISAL’s teachers
and students attach relevance to innovation in the field of pedagogy.
Regarding the use of active learning methodologies, the results show that for 45.9% of the
respondents thesemethodologies are frequentlyused, for 35.8%occasionallyusedand for 15.5%
very frequently used.Only 2.7%of the respondents consider the use of thesemethodologies to be









First year 24 27 51
Second year 32 22 34 188
Third year 48 33 22 103
Total cycle 104 82 56 242
Number of
students





















the results show that ISAL implements active learning methodologies, even though the
respondents have different opinions regarding the frequency of this implementation.
With reference to the methodologies implemented at ISAL, blended learning (teaching
practice that combines classroom teaching with distance learning) is the methodology most
mentioned by the respondents (65.5%). It is important to refer that when this research was
being carried out, the educational institutions were adopting a distance learning system due
to the new coronavirus pandemic.
This question allowed respondents to mention more than one active learning methodology.
Therefore, project work, cooperative and/or collaborative work, the incorporation of new
technologies and targeted researchwere alsomentioned bymore than 40%of respondents. Case
study (31.8%), differentiated instruction (15.5%), role play (11.5%) and flipped classroom (9.5%)
were also pointed out by a lower percentage of the respondents.
In this regard, it is also important to analyse the frequency with which interdisciplinarity
is promoted. Answers range from “never” (2%) to “rarely” (4.7%), “occasionally” (39.2%),
“frequently” (48.6%) and “very often” (5.4%).
4.2 RQ2. How prepared and receptive are teachers and students for the implementation of
these methods?
The results show that the majority of the respondents feel prepared or duly trained to
implement active learning methodologies, even if they display different levels of preparation.
The level of preparation of the students and the training of teachers varies between low and
very high. Almost half of the respondents (46.6%) have an intermediate level of preparation,
while 35.8% of them consider that they have a high level of preparation, 10.1% a very high
level and only 7.4% a low level.
After analysing the respondents’ level of preparation, it is also relevant to analyse their level
of receptivity to innovative learning methodologies. The results suggest that their receptivity
varies between “reduced” (3.4%), “intermediate” (39.9%), “high” (37.8%) and “very high”
(18.9%). None of the respondents considered not being receptive to these methodologies.
The results also indicate that 91.9% of the respondents would like these methodologies to
be implemented in the future, which means that only 8.1% of the respondents would not.
More concretely, all teachers surveyed intend to implement innovative learning
methodologies in the future. Only 12 out of the 137 students surveyed would not like these
methodologies to be implemented. Therefore, the results show that, overall, students and
teachers are receptive to innovation in the teaching and learning process, which is key to
pedagogical success and students’ integration into the job market.
4.3 RQ3. What is the students’ and teachers’ perception of the pedagogical practices
implemented?
Respondents consider that the active methodologies implemented at ISAL contribute to the
development of creativity, critical analysis and autonomy in the search for knowledge.
Moreover, it encourages scientific research and the ability to work as a team. The results for
RQ3 indicate that the methodologies applied at ISAL also contribute to the acquisition of
global and articulated knowledge.
4.4 RQ4. What obstacles does the implementation of these methodologies face?
Respondents point out the size of the class(es) (57.4% of the respondents), the layout of the
rooms (33.1%) and the lack of resources (31.8%) as the main obstacles to the implementation
of active learningmethodologies. Although to a lesser extent, the lack of specific training was
also reported by 20.9% of the respondents.
ET
5. Discussion
5.1 RQ1. How frequent is the use of active methodologies in ISAL’s degrees?
As discussed in the literature review, pedagogical innovation needs to be strengthened in
higher education and discussed by all those who participate in the teaching and learning
process (Araujo and Belian, 2018). Therefore, the first step is for both teachers and students to
recognize the need to innovate. Moreover, the results of this study suggest that teachers and
students at ISAL recognize this need, since they attach relevance to pedagogical innovation.
Bearing inmind the aforementioned importance of innovation in education, da Silva (2018)
recommends that higher education teachers use different active learning methodologies. The
objective of these methodologies is to stimulate an active and constructive learning
environment. Moreover, the results show that ISAL implements different active learning
methodologies, which is in line with Silva’s recommendation. Overall, the literature review
highlights the importance of implementing these methodologies and the results suggest that
ISAL recognizes that importance as well (according to 45.9% of the respondents, these
methodologies are used frequently).
5.2 RQ2. How prepared and receptive are teachers and students for the implementation of
these methods?
The results suggest that the majority of the respondents feel prepared or duly trained to
implement active learning methodologies, even if they display different levels of preparation.
As a matter of fact, Casanova (2014) points out that pedagogical change and innovation
require continuous training. This suggests that an investment in teachers’ training is needed
in order to better prepare them to adopt innovative methodologies.
Inaddition, the results indicate that themajorityof therespondents (91.9%)would like these
methodologies to be implemented in the future. It is important to mention that all teachers
surveyed intend to implement innovative learning methodologies in the future. These results
are not in line with the literature review that highlights the resistance of higher education to
pedagogical innovation, mentioning the fact that universities have long been consolidated as
holders ofknowledgeandhavebeen little adapted to the structural changes thathaveoccurred
inthe teachingprocessover time (LeiteandZabalza,2012;Masetto, 2012).Therefore, theresults
suggest that therehasbeenanevolution in thewaythathigher educationembraces innovation.
5.3 RQ3. What is the students’ and teachers’ perception of the pedagogical practices
implemented?
Respondents consider that the active methodologies implemented at ISAL contribute to the
development of creativity, critical analysis and autonomy in the search for knowledge,
encourage scientific research and the ability to work as a team. These consequences of the
implementation of active learning methodologies are consistent with the literature.
When describing the emerging pedagogical models, which are focussed on the student’s
abilities, the authors state that innovative teaching methods encourage students to seek
knowledge autonomously, developing creativity and critical analysis (Vieira et al., 2008;
Attard et al., 2010). In a society in constant change like ours, students need to develop these
skills, in order to be integrated into a very competitive job market, therefore the relevance of
implementing innovative and active learning methodologies.
5.4 RQ4. What obstacles does the implementation of these methodologies face?
Accordingto the literature, eventhough it isurgent topromotechangeandinnovation inhigher
education, this process does not happen quickly or easily. It involves change in mentalities,





Moreover, spacesneedtobeconducive tocollaboration.Thismeans that theclassroomneeds to
be rethought (Feyfant, 2016). In line with the literature review, the respondents of this study
point out the size of the classes and the layout of the rooms as the main obstacles to the
implementationofactive learningmethodologies. Infact,havingalargenumberofstudents ina
room that does not promote collaboration and does not facilitate learning. Additionally, the
respondents also mention the lack of resources and specific training as barriers to the
implementationofactive learningmethodologies.Asmentioned, investing inteachers’ training
and resources is essential to the success of the teaching and learning process.
6. Conclusions, limitations and suggestions for future research
The aim of this study is to obtain a broader knowledge of pedagogical innovation practices in
higher education applied to the real context of a private entity, ISAL. Even though the
literature review highlights the resistance of higher education to change, the results indicate
that both ISAL’s teachers and students are receptive to pedagogical innovation, which
translates into the implementation of active learning methodologies.
As for the methodologies implemented, the respondents highlight blended learning,
project work, cooperative and/or collaborative work, the incorporation of new technologies
and oriented research. The results also suggest that these methodologies contribute to the
development of creativity, critical analysis and autonomy in the search for knowledge and
provide the acquisition of global and articulated knowledge.
The results reveal that the respondents feel prepared or duly trained to implement active
learning methodologies, even if they display different levels of preparation. However, they
present the layout of the classrooms, the high number of students per class and the lack of
resources as barriers to the implementation of active learning methodologies. Larger rooms,
with a layout that allows group work and greater interaction between students, as well as
access to a greater number of resources, would bridge these barriers and would facilitate the
implementation of several active methodologies.
One of the main limitations of this study lies in the fact that it applies only to one
educational institution, which is a private entity. Therefore, this study is not representative of
the system of pedagogical innovation practices throughout the Portuguese territory. For this
reason, it is suggested that future investigations apply this study to broader samples, which
include other universities and polytechnics inside and outside the country, both public and
private, so that the results obtained correspond to a broader reality, at the national or
international level. This limitation is also related to the methodology used, since the
conclusions cannot be generalized when adopting a case study methodology.
It is intended that this study contributes to broadening the readers’ knowledge of active
learning methodologies in the context of higher education and leads to the development and
adoption of the innovative pedagogical methodologies analysed, given the importance of
these practices for educational institutions. Furthermore, it is considered that there is still
much research to carry out, taking into account the research gap in this scientific area.
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Questionnaire sent to ISAL’s teachers and students
5. Which active methodologies do you apply or are applied in the classroom or 
outside? 

























3. Field of study/teaching
(If several,please select the main field)
TOURISM
BUSINESS MANAGEMENT 
HOTEL ORGANISATION AND 
MANAGEMENT 
4. From your point of view, how relevant is pedagogical innovation?
1 2 3 4 5






Lack of resources 
10. How receptive are you to these methodologies?
1 2 3 4 5
Considering that: (1. Not receptive, 2. Slightly receptive, 3. Receptive, 4.Very 
receptive, 5. Extremely receptive)
11. From your point of view, what are the results of the implementation of active 
learning methodologies in your institution? 
Acquisition of global and integrated knowledge (interdisciplinarity)
Ability to mobilise knowledge to solve problems and to create and implement 
ideas and projects
Development of creativity and critical analysis
Promotion of scientific research 
Ability to work as a team
Autonomy in the search for knowledge
Acquisition of core competencies - competencies that involve factual, 
conceptual, procedural and metacognitive knowledge;mental, physicaland 
cognitive skills;organizational and social skills; and ethical values
Creation of aculture of autonomy and responsibility
Education for mutual understanding between people from different cultures 
Development of an inclusive citizenship 
Self-development
Curiosity, reflection and innovation 




6. How frequently are active learning methodologies implemented in the course 
unit(s) that you attend/teach?
1 2 3 4 5
Considering that: (1. Never, 2. Rarely, 3. Occasionally, 4. Frequently, 5. Very often)
7. How prepared/trained are you for the implementation of these methods?
1 2 3 4 5
Considering that: (1. Not prepared, 2. Slightly prepared, 3. Prepared, 4.Very 
prepared, 5. Extremely prepared)
8. How frequently is interdisciplinarity promoted? 
1 2 3 4 5
Considering that: (1. Never, 2. Rarely, 3. Occasionally, 4. Frequently, 5. Very often)
9. What are the main obstacles to the implementation of these methodologies?
Size of the class(es)
Layout of the room(s)
Lack of specific training 
Pedagogical
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